Lattice measurements of spatial distributions of the light quark bilinear densities in static mesons allow one to test directly and in detail the wave functions of quark models. These distributions are gauge invariant quantities directly related to the spatial distribution of wave functions. We make a detailed comparison of the recent lattice QCD results with our own relativistic quark models, formulated previously for quite different purposes.
Introduction
rect conceptual connection is maintained with the quark model wave functions. This connection is especially direct in the case of Dirac-type quark models, since these spatial distributions are then simply quadratic combinations of the upper and lower components of the Dirac wave functions. This general type of model has precisely been considered by the UKQCD-Helsinki group and compared to their measurements of charge and matter (vector and scalar) density distributions. Other types of models, like the Bakamjian-Thomas approach, also yield these quantities rather straightforwardly, as we show in the present paper.
(3) Moreover a connection with physical observables is more direct. A simple integration over these densities yields quantities of direct physical interest, such as the pionic decay couplings of 1 − → 0 − (e.g. B * → Bπ), and 1 + → 0 + (e.g. B ′ 1 → B * 0 π) often referred to as g and g [6] .
We find a few difficulties in the work of ref. [3] . In their lattice calculation, they claim to determine an extensive spectrum of static heavy-light mesons, including the higher orbital and radial excitations, up to L = 3 and n = 3, with surprisingly massive radially excited states. When trying to reproduce these results by quark models, they are led to consider rather uncommon confining potentials that are a mixture of scalar and vector parts with a very large string tension. With such potentials, they do not reproduce the charge distribution within the doublet of lightest mesons, j P = (1/2) − , which should in principle be the one for which the models work best.
The aim of the present work is to revisit that problem by using more standard quark models, based on a scalar linear potential in addition to the Coulomb-like short-distance part, a form formulated and used long ago, independently of the present problem. We also use the improved lattice computations discussed in the companion paper [7] , including a larger spatial extension, better accuracy, and extending the computation to the axial distributions for both the ground states [j P = (1/2) − ] and the nearest orbital excitations [j P = (1/2) + ].
2
As we will show, the two types of models chosen in this paper give similar results, and are well compatible with the lattice data. In particular the (vector) charge distribution for (1/2) − states is now very well reproduced, while the comparison between the lattice results and the distributions deduced from the quark models is more than satisfactory not only for the (1/2) − doublet, but also for their excited counterparts with j P = (1/2) + . We should also emphasize that in this paper we restrict our attention to elastic matrix elements: we do not consider distributions of the transition matrix elements between states belonging to different doublets of heavy-light mesons, or between radially excited and ground states (for the spectrum of such states please see ref. [8] 3 ).
2 Throughout this paper we will use the heavy quark spectroscopic notation j P = (1/2) − which stands for the ground state doublet of heavy-light mesons J P = [0 − , 1 − ], while the lowest excited states with L = 1, correspond to j P = (1/2) + , i.e. to the doublet of heavy-light mesons J P = [0 + , 1 + ]. 3 The authors of that paper also plan to compute the transition matrix elements of the axial charge between radially excited and ground heavy-light static mesons.
Two proposed quark models
We will confront the lattice data with results obtained by using a Dirac-type quark model, and one based on the Bakamjian-Thomas (BT) approach [9] . We advocate them both, because both exhibit a large set of interesting features and successful results. Although their respective structure seems rather different, they share several common features.
First, both quark models are relativistic, i.e. they have a relativistic kinetic energy. By now, there is no doubt that in contrast to heavy quarkonia, heavy-light systems are highly relativistic, necessitating at least a partially relativistic treatment of kinetic energy [10] . In the two quark models we consider here, this is made by (a) using the standard Dirac equation, or by (b) introducing the free kinetic energy of a quark, p 2 + m 2 , as in the well-known potential model by Godfrey and Isgur (GI) [11] . Other relativistic features come from the treatment of the potential as having a Lorentz structure of vector or scalar exchange in the space of Dirac spinors.
Second, they are based on the standard assumption of a linear confining (scalar) potential, plus a Coulomb-like short-distance part. We are of course aware that many objections have been formulated against a scalar confinement potential. Phenomenologically, however, it offers a simple and satisfactory description of the data, for which there exists no real alternative. 4 Other than these common features, the two models are rather different, and so are the expressions for hadronic matrix elements, which makes the agreement of the physical results obtained from both quite surprising (see sec. 3.3 below). Before entering the specifics of both models, we should add a few comments.
(i) The meaning of the Coulomb-like potential: As usual, a Coulomb-like potential is introduced to mimic physics at "short-distances". It is, however, unclear what that assumption exactly means. It should be stressed that the naive idea of one-gluon exchange dominating at short-distance is not a sufficient justification for the assumption. Indeed, studies of the static potential by using lattice QCD [14] suggest that the one-gluon exchange can dominate only at very small distances, hardly accessible from the lattice data, and only a small part of the static potential is describable by perturbative QCD, even after including the perturbative higher order corrections. On the whole, the Coulomb-like potential in phenomenological models covers a large range of distances and should be probably considered only as a phenomenological description that, together with the linear contribution, provides the medium-range potential responsible for the bound states. This is manifested by the fact that κ = 4α s /3 is not necessarily small. In the Dirac model, as well as in the Cornell model of quarkonia, it is in fact large.
(ii) Interest of the Dirac-type models: We may say that the Dirac equation formalism 4 Recently, a new phenomenological objection has been formulated by the Wisconsin group [12] . They predict a rapid variation of the excitation energy with the light quark mass in a heavy-light system, which would contradict the experimental data. We find this to be a consequence of the fact that they assume a hard Coulomb potential, ∝ 1/r. In fact their prediction changes completely after softening this 1/r behavior, as should be done according to asymptotic freedom. As a result one finds that the excitation energy is slowly varying with the light quark mass, as observed.
has two main features which fit particularly well the present problem. First, it corresponds to the static limit, which is the one considered on the lattice side. Second, the expressions for various spatial distributions of densities is particularly simple; they are just quadratic combinations of the upper and lower components of the radial Dirac wave functions. A phenomenological drawback of the static limit is related to the fact that the spectrum of states is not the physical one, and one cannot directly rely on the physical spectrum to fix the model parameters. One instead has to rely on extrapolations from the sectors with a heavy c-or b-quark to the static limit. Moreover, the experimental checks of the predictions made in the static heavy quark limit can be at best made in these heavy-light systems.
(iii) Interest of the Bakamjian-Thomas approach: This approach allows one to formulate relativistic states in motion, for any mass of all the quarks. In the BT-type models one has an exact representation of the Poincaré group. However, it is not known in this scheme how to define fully covariant current operators. Interestingly, it was found that, in the heavy quark mass limit, and the current acting on the heavy quark, covariance of current matrix elements is obtained, as also Isgur-Wise scaling [28] .
In the case of finite mass, and in the present case of density distributions, where the active quark is the light quark, full covariance is lost. However, we hope nevertheless that important relativistic effects are still incorporated in the model. The BT scheme considerably enlarges the domain of physical checks that can be made, although here we work in the static limit. In addition, we adopt as the rest frame wave equation the relativistic wave equation derived by GI [11] , which in our opinion is unique in having been tested over a particularly large set of states and reactions.
Concerning the parameters of both the Dirac and BT models, we must first say that neither of them has been fitted from the spatial distributions themselves, that constitute predictions of the two schemes. In both models the parameters have been fixed to describe the hadron mass spectrum only. In the case of the BT model we adopt the original parameters of the Godfrey and Isgur (GI) potential [11] .
A model with Dirac equation
Our Dirac model is, of course, based on the equation [17] 
The differences between the eigenvalues E correspond to the differences between the hadron masses, and are used to fix the parameters of the potential V ( r), which is discussed below. Once these parameters are fixed, we only deal with eigenfunctions Ψ( r). From the knowledge of the quadrispinor Ψ( r), one computes straightforwardly the density distributions, which are defined by
with the desired Dirac matrix being O = 1, σ, β, for vector (V ), axial (A), and scalar (S) density, respectively. One must also take into account the angular momentum j of the light quark and of the heavy quark spin, to form the desired J P -eigenstates. It is then very easy to establish, by purely algebraic calculation, the explicit expressions for the various matrix elements of local densities for the ground states, in terms of radial wave functions f −1 1/2 (r) and g −1 1/2 (r), which enter the full wave function as
Notice that Y −k jm ( r) denotes the combination of spherical harmonics with spinors standardly used in the solution of the Dirac equation, with the definitions of Landau and Lifshitz [16] : k is the Dirac quantum number [k = l for l = j + 1 2 , and k = −(l + 1) for l = j − ], which is k = −1 (k = 1) for the J P = 0 − (0 + ) state, and k = −2 for J P = 2 + . After inserting this into the Dirac equation, and integrating over the angular variables, one arrives at a system of coupled differential equations for the radial functions f k j (r), g k j (r), that can be computed numerically by a method of expansion over a basis of orthogonal functions explicitly given in the Appendix of the present paper. In what follows, the results are obtained in the basis of dimension n = 40. 5 The details of such a calculation have been already described in detail in ref. [17] where we obtained the expression for the matrix element of the axial current. Here we give the results for all three matrix elements:
for the vector, axial, and scalar density distributions, respectively. 6 As mentioned above, these expressions are simple quadratic combinations of the radial wave functions. One must warn that, in the case of the axial current operator σ, since it is a space-vector, one must consider the transition between 1 − and 0 − states. One could define various distributions according to the direction of σ. We choose the one calculated in the companion paper [7] , which corresponds to the emission or absorption of the pion between the 0 − and the 1 − . Moreover, there are sign conventions to be fixed (emission or absorption, relative phase of the two states). The above one is in agreement with what has been chosen in ref. [7] . It is trivial to see that there is a linear relation among the above three distributions, namely,
5 In the Appendix we provide the reader willing to reproduce our results with expansion coefficients in the basis of dimension n = 15. Extension to n = 40 is obviously straightforward. If necessary the coefficient in the basis with n = 40 can be obtained upon request from the authors. 6 Note that the vector and scalar densities are often referred to as charge and matter densities, respectively.
that is also valid in the Bakamjian-Thomas approach, as we show in the next subsection. This feature is manifest in models but not in QCD where the scalar density is renormalization scheme and scale dependent, in contrast to the vector and axial ones. With that in mind we will also consider the scalar density distribution and check the extent to which the above relation is valid (up to a proportionality constant).
Similar quantities for the j P = (1/2) + doublet have been computed on the lattice too [7] . The corresponding quark model expressions are:
where the superscript + denotes parity and is used to distinguish from the expressions given in eq. (4). 7 Like in the case of ground states, also these densities in quark modes satisfy a simple relation,
To obtain the above radial expression in the axial case requires consideration of the transition between 1 + and 0 + heavy-light mesons, once more because the operator is a spacevector. The convention chosen here for the axial distribution is opposite to the one in the lattice paper. We take this into account in our comparison below, by converting the sign of the lattice data.
At this point we would like to underline the fact that the vector density is of course positive definite, while the axial and scalar densities are not. In fact they are expressed in terms of differences between the large and small component contributions [see eqs. (4, 6) ], and therefore can change sign as a function of r. This actually happens for j P = (1/2) + states as we show below, and clearly demonstrates the crucial importance of the relativistic treatment since in the nonrelativistic approximation the small component vanishes. See + states. It was proposed in ref. [18] to use the pseudo-Coulombic (PC) basis, and useful formulas were provided. These formulas were also used in ref. [17] . Near the origin the basis functions behave as ∼ r ℓ P C . However, in [18] it was assumed that the orbital angular momentum ℓ P C of the basis is identical to the ℓ of the Dirac equation (ℓ = j ± 1/2) which gives the correct behavior for the upper components, with a regular potential. However, the lower components behave differently, as r ℓ ′ , where ℓ ′ = ℓ ∓ 1. In the case L = 1, j = 1/2, the ℓ of the Dirac equation ℓ = L = 1, but ℓ ′ = 0, and therefore the ℓ P C of the basis functions for the lower components should be now chosen to be ℓ P C = 0. This has been implemented in the present paper. The main 7 To avoid ambiguities, when we discuss the features applicable to both the ground and excited states, we will denote them by a superscript (+), e.g. ρ
effect is that the above densities do not tend to zero, having always a contribution from the lower components. Our previous results reported in ref. [17] for the spectrum and the matrix elements remain essentially unchanged.
Parameters of the Dirac model
The remaining problem is then to determine the potential and the mass in eq. (1). We choose the following form of the potential:
The function d(r) in the vector part of the potential is chosen to temper the Coulombic singularity at the origin, and its introduction does not alter the discussion made in our previous paper in which we took d(r) = 1 [17] . As for the scalar part of the potential its form is the same as in ref. [17] , where we discussed the puzzling discrepancy between the QCD sum rule prediction of g and its much larger experimental value,
Notice in particular that the constant c in eq. (8) combines with the constituent quark mass into a constant term which does not have to be positive. Since our paper [17] , new information concerning the spectrum of heavy-light mesons has been obtained both in experiment and through numerical simulations of QCD on the lattice. This is why we will somewhat readjust our set of preferred parameters given in ref. [17] . The most important constraint on the model parameters comes from
Because we are working in the heavy quark limit, we should in principle distinguish the (1/2) + states from the (3/2) + ones, both being L = 1. The mass degeneracy of these states in the heavy quark limit is the second important constraint on the choice of model parameters. We therefore require the spin-orbit splitting to be negligible, in agreement with the celebrated model by Godfrey and Isgur [11] . In the Dirac model this implies, with the known value of the string tension, a, that the Coulombic term is rather large, far from any perturbative regime. This is not a problem, in our opinion, since we do not consider it as a short-distance one-gluon term, but rather as an effective contribution at medium distances.
As already mentioned, only the combination
enters the Dirac equation and it may be negative. From experience with potential models, we know that the confining potential is most often written as ar + c, with c being negative and large. Therefore, one should not object to c 0 < 0, as it results from our fits. In ref. [17] we found c 0 = −0.2 GeV, which was an important distinctive feature of our model. As we explain below, in this paper we find c 0 = −0.1 GeV, still negative. The fact that c 0 < 0 also implies an important cancellation of the linear term of the potential in the region around r ≃ 1 GeV −1 , for a ≃ 0.2 GeV 2 , which will play an important role in the apparent approximate γ 5 -symmetry discussed in sec. 3.3.
In the following we discuss in more detail the data used to determine the parameters in the potential (8).
• Experiment: The experimental observations of D and B states with L = 1 [j = (3/2) + ] [19, 20] allow us to linearly extrapolate to the static heavy quark mass limit where we find ∆E 1 ≃ 0.4 GeV, for both strange and nonstrange heavy-light mesons.
• Lattice QCD: A recent lattice QCD study of the spectrum of heavy-light mesons in the static limit reports ∆E 1 ≃ 0.4 GeV, and indicates the spin-orbit splitting to be negligible, both in quenched approximation and after including N F = 2 dynamical light quarks [21] . Notice, however, that our assumption of small spin-orbit splitting has been challenged in the D s sector:
Presumably, what is observed experimentally 8 Note that the conclusions of the ETM Collaboration are different. Their first paper [22] is superseded by the second one [23] , which interprets differently the strange state, by a "partially" quenched calculation where the sea is constituted by u/d loops. In ref. [23] , the spin-orbit mass difference is the same for strange and nonstrange states, i.e. 0.1 GeV, thus larger than the negligible one found in ref. [21] . Note that the calculations of ref. [21] are "unitary", i.e. the sea and the valence light quarks are degenerate. In the case of the non strange mesons, the ETMC data are also unitary, so the two results are comparable but do not agree. We have no explanation for this discrepancy.
9 Note that such a large value is also found in the case of non-strange D mesons:
for the D sJ states, i.e. very large spin-orbit splittings, is a finite mass effect, although that phenomenon is not easy to understand in quark models.
Another important spectroscopic information is a newly identified radial excitation of D s [24] . The radial excitation energy has been determined cleanly on the lattice too. In the static limit, in quenched approximation and for the light quark around the strange quark mass, it is found to be around ∆E ′ ≃ 0.6 GeV [8] , in qualitative agreement with experiment and with quark models for the D s . Similar methods applied to N F = 0 and N F = 2 lattice data [21] give a similar value.
10 In summary, the radial excitation is found to be higher than the L = 1 states.
We emphasize that the parameters used in this paper are not far from the set of parameters used in ref. [17] . We have in fact tried to remain as close as possible to this old set of parameters, while maintaining the assumption of a very small spin-orbit splitting, which leads us to the following modifications:
(i) To increase ∆E 1 while maintaining the spin-orbit splitting small requires a simultaneous increase of the string tension a, and of the strength of the Coulombic term κ, with respect to the values we obtained in ref. [17] . We also choose to respect the mass difference between the strange and nonstrange heavy-light mesons, ≃ 0.100 GeV, to obtain: a = 0.25 GeV 2 , κ = 0.75, with d(r) = 1 only at very small distance. The constant c 0 is found to be about c 0 = −0.1 GeV for the strange, and c 0 = −0.35 GeV for the nonstrange states.
(ii) The choice of function d(r), introduced in eq. (8), is meant to maintain a small splitting between (3/2) + and (1/2) + states, independently of the light quark mass. At small distances d(r) ≪ 1 allows one to kill the Coulomb singularity. With a strict Coulomb-like potential, and large κ, we would have obtained the spin-orbit splitting increasing too rapidly with the light quark mass, which contradicts the observations made in lattice QCD [21] . Indeed the larger the light quark mass, the more the wave function is concentrated at the center and the weight of the Coulomb piece in the potential increases. As a consequence the contribution of the vectorlike part to spin-orbit splitting exceeds the scalarlike one, and the spin-orbit splitting grows with the light quark mass. To suppress that effect, it suffices to cut off the singularity, which we do by introducing a Gaussian cutoff, namely a factor
. We choose R ≃ 0.25 GeV −1 , a rather short-distance. This cut is enough to keep the spin-orbit splitting very small independently of the light quark mass. A similar procedure to soften the Coulomb singularity has been used in the GI model.
With the above set of parameters and for the strange light quark we obtain ∆E 1 ≃ 0.4 GeV and for the spin-orbit splitting E P 3/2 − E P 1/2 = −0.01 GeV, as expected. We then deduce the mass difference between the radial excitation and the ground state to be ∆E ′ = 0.576 GeV, in agreement with lattice and experimental findings. For nonstrange states we have ∆E 1 ≃ 0.38 GeV and E P 3/2 − E P 1/2 = 0.01 GeV, and predict ∆E ′ = 0.556 GeV. The difference between the strange and nonstrange ground states is 0.1 GeV.
The Bakamjian-Thomas approach to relativistic quark models
In this Section we compute the same distributions of heavy-light mesons but in the class of Bakamjian-Thomas (BT) relativistic quark models [9, 25, 26, 27, 28] . This is a class of models with a fixed number of constituents where the states are covariant under the Poincaré group. The model relies on an appropriate Lorentz boost of eigenfunctions of a Hamiltonian describing the spectrum at rest. As it has been explicitly shown, the model has the important properties that the matrix elements of currents between hadrons are covariant in the heavy quark limit and exhibit Isgur-Wise scaling [28, 29, 30, 31] . Given a Hamiltonian describing the spectrum, the model provides an unambiguous result for the elastic Isgur-Wise function ξ(w) [28, 32] , and satisfies several sum rules (SR) in the heavy quark limit of QCD, such as Bjorken or Uraltsev SR, as well as SR involving higher derivatives of ξ(w) at zero recoil [33, 34] . One can compute the V , S, and A distributions for mesons within the BT scheme using a Hamiltonian describing the spectrum, like the GI model [11] , that has been used elsewhere [29] to compute the elastic Isgur-Wise function ξ(w) and the inelastic ones τ 1/2 (w), τ 3/2 (w) [32] . Since the computation of the light-light matrix elements within the BT scheme has not been presented before, we present it here in more detail.
The Bakamjian-Thomas approach to quark models
We first recall some basic elements of the BT-approach to quark models. The construction of the BT wave function in motion involves a unitary transformation that relates the wave function Ψ (P ) s 1 ,··· ,sn ( p 1 , · · · , p n ) in terms of one-particle variables, the spin S i and momenta p i to the so-called internal wave function Ψ int s 1 ,··· ,sn ( P , k 2 , · · · , k n ) given in terms of another set of variables, the total momentum P and the internal momenta k 1 , k 2 , . . . , k n ( [28] . This property ensures that, starting from an orthonormal set of internal wave functions, one gets an orthonormal set of wave functions in any frame. The basis Ψ (P )
is useful to compute one-particle matrix elements like current one-quark matrix elements, while the second Ψ int s 1 ,··· ,sn ( P , k 2 , · · · , k n ) allows one to exhibit Poincaré covariance. In order to satisfy the Poincaré commutators, the unique requirement is that the mass operator M, i.e. the Hamiltonian describing the spectrum at rest, should depend only on the internal variables and be rotationally invariant, i.e. M must commute with P , ∂ ∂ P and S. The internal wave function at rest (2π)
an eigenstate of M, P (with P = 0), S 2 and S z , while the wave function in motion of momentum P is obtained by applying the boost B P , with P 0 = P 2 + M 2 involving the dynamical operator M.
The final output of the formalism that gives the total wave function in motion, Ψ (P )
where
, and M 0 is the free mass operator, given by M 0 = (
The internal momenta of the hadron at rest are given in terms of the momenta of the hadron in motion by the free boost k i = B 
The current one-quark matrix element acting on quark 1 between two hadrons is then given by the expression [28, 30] , in this formalism, current matrix elements in the heavy quark limit are covariant, they exhibit Isgur-Wise scaling, and one can compute Isgur-Wise functions like ξ(w), τ 1/2 (w), τ 3/2 (w) [29] .
In the present paper, we deal with light quark currents between heavy-light meson states, and there is no a priori reason for the result to be covariant. To compute the desired radial distributions we need to specify the mass operator M, which we choose to be the one appearing in the GI model, and we work in the meson rest frame.
Ground state vector, scalar, and axial densities
We need here to compute the matrix elements of the operators O = qΓq where Γ is any Dirac matrix, in practice Γ = γ 0 , 1, γγ 5 , for the vector current, scalar, and axial vector current densities respectively. In ref. [28] we did compute matrix operators of the type (12) where we took the convention "1" for the heavy and "2" for the light quark. The heavy mass limit was taken for the quark 1. In the case we are treating here, the light quark is coupled to the current, while the heavy mass limit is to be taken for the spectator. We keep the same notation as in ref. [28] , and for finite mass for both quarks the matrix element (12) one writes
where the internal wave function at rest, ϕ( k 2 ), is normalized as
(m 1 and m 2 ) are the quark four-momenta (masses) of the heavy and light quarks respectively. The four-vector u, M 0 , and the momenta k i and p i are related as
where k 1 and k 2 are the four-momenta of the quarks in the rest frame of the B meson and B u is the boost associated with the four-vector u. 11 Taking the heavy quark limit (m 1 → ∞) in eq. (13) amounts to the following replacements:
, where v and v ′ are the initial and final B-meson four-velocities. In the frame in which P = 0, P ′ = q one then obtains: (i) Vector current,
where we write m 2 = m, since the light quark mass is the only mass in the game. The above matrix elements satisfies B( 0)|q(0)γ 0 q(0)|B( 0) = 1, as expected from gauge invariance. (ii) Scalar density,
11 As noted above, the BT states are normalized acccording to
which leads to the scalar coupling,
The Fourier transforms of (16) and (17) finally give the desired densities in configuration space
The densities depend only on the modulus r = | r| and, after a lengthy integration over the angles, one gets
both square-functions of r, which is expected because (16) and (17) are written as a linear combination of two terms, convolution products of the same functions in momentum space.
(iii) Proceeding in the same way, for the matrix element of the axial current
one finds two rotationally invariant terms ρ A ( r) = ρ
A (r)( n ·r)( ǫ ·r), for which we obtain simple results, related to ρ S (r) and ρ V (r) from eq. (20),
In configuration space one recovers the normalizations,
Taking for the axial densities the components such that n = ǫ, one obtains
and therefore one verifies the same relation as in the Dirac model, namely
and, by integration over r,
where we use the notation g A ≡ g. Notice that relation (27) shows that also in the BT scheme there are only two independent functions like in the Dirac model (4).
The choice of the mass operator M: The Godfrey-Isgur model
Let us now particularize the above expressions for the choice of the mass operator M given by the GI model [11] that describes the whole set of meson spectraand Qq, where q is a light quark (q = u, d, s) and Q is a heavy quark (Q = c, b), with the important exception of the recently discovered narrow states D sJ 0 + and 1 + , that are too low compared with the predictions of the model. The model contains a relativistic kinetic term of the form
that is identical to the operator M 0 at rest [28] , and a complicated interaction term that includes : (1) a Coulomb part with a q 2 dependent α s , (2) a linear confining piece, and (3) terms describing the spin-orbit and spin-spin interactions. All singularities are regularized -e.g. terms of the type δ( r) or 1/m 2 , where m 2 is the light quark mass. The Hamiltonian H depends on a number of parameters that are fitted to describe all the meson spectra. By inserting the GI wave functions (see the Appendix of the present paper) in the above expressions we computed the densities ρ V,A,S (r), and after integrating over r, we obtain
Notice that at large distances r, ρ A (r) becomes larger than ρ S (r), and since this portion of the integral is enhanced by the integration measure growing like r 2 , the resulting values are different. For the mean square radii, defined by
we obtain
that satisfy relation (27).
2.2.4
Vector, scalar, and axial current densities for the lowest excited states
Like in the discussion with the Dirac-type quark model, we now extend our discussion to the excited heavy-light static mesons with L = 1, and consider the corresponding transitions (1/2) + → (1/2) + , i.e. 0 + → 0 + and 1 + → 0 + . After proceeding like in the previous subsection, we obtain the following expressions :
which, when Fourier transformed, lead to
with ρ + 1 (r) and ρ + 2 (r) given by the squares,
As far as the axial current is concerned, by Fourier transforming the matrix element describing the 1 
that finally yield the result for the couplings
in the notation frequently encountered in the literature, g = g
As in the previous subsection, for the numerical calculations we use the GI potential model and, after integrating over r, we obtain
On the other hand, for the mean square radii, defined in (31), we get
that, of course, satisfy a relation of the type (39) . All three densities obtained by using the BT model are compared with the lattice QCD results in Fig. 2 .2.4. 3 Comparison of the predictions of the quark models with the lattice spatial distributions
Short description of the lattice results
In this section we briefly remind the reader of several details concerning the recent results for the radial distributions discussed in this paper as obtained from the QCD simulations on the lattice. For more details, please see ref. [7] . The calculation of spatial distributions is performed with a static heavy quark source, and with the light Wilson improved quark action. The gauge field configurations, containing N F = 2 mass degenerate light quark flavors, were obtained by using the Iwasaki-type of the lattice Yang-Mills action [15] . The bare coupling constant g 0 is chosen according to β = 6/g 2 0 = 2.1, and the associated value of the lattice spacing is found to be around a −1 ≃ 2 GeV. Although dynamical quarks are considered, no attempt has been made to include disconnected diagrams. To improve the signal-to-noise ratio a suitable hyperblocking of the heavy quark propagator (Wilson line) has been implemented. The lattice size used in that computation, 24 3 × 48, means that the spatial extension of the lattice is 12 GeV −1 , so that due to periodic boundary conditions, the points up to radial distances 12 a ≃ 6 GeV −1 could actually be explored. Also, all directions for the spatial points of the lattice have been exploited, allowing for a large averaging and giving a very dense set of points except at small distance. The four values of the bare light quark mass (each distinguished by its Wilson parameter κ q ) have been chosen around the strange quark mass.
12 Moreover the valence and the sea-quark masses have been kept degenerate, i.e. the quarks in loops have consistently the same mass as the valence ones. The physical densities are obtained from the ones computed on the lattice via
where a is the lattice unit (lattice spacing),ρ 
The corresponding integral concerning the axial current differs from 1, it is often denoted as g or g A , and has a physical meaning. It is related to the pionic coupling g B * Bπ or g D * Dπ , up to power corrections. The latter is a physically observable quantity that can be measured through the strong decay of D * → Dπ, and has been discussed at length for many years.
13 It also controls the magnitude of loop effects in chiral perturbation theory for heavy-light mesons [35] .
These densities computed on the lattice are presented together with the quark model results in Figs. 3,4 , and in Tables 1,2,3. 3.2 Difficulties in the comparison between quark models and lattice QCD
General remarks
One is faced with the problem of comparing field theory with a naive quantum mechanical model. These are completely different approaches, and it could not be expected that they lead to so similar results. Agreement is, however, possible probably because the quark models take efficiently into account nonperturbative physical features, like the confinement, or the spontaneous generation of quark constituent masses. Those features make QCD quite different from what one imagines a field theory to be. Indeed field theory is often envisaged through the familiar, but inadequate, perturbative picture. However, those nonperturbative features can be captured by quark models only in an intuitive way, or in average, in an approximate picture. As for perturbative effects, they too can be included in quark models (e.g. through radiative corrections, see [36] ). It must not be forgotten that part of all those effects may happen to be taken into account by the adjustment of parameters of the quark models on the experimental data. On the other hand lattice QCD (LQCD) is only an approximation to QCD, with its own errors, and with parameters adjusted to reproduce some experimental data. Yet, the essential difference with respect to 13 See a discussion in ref. [17] .
quark models is that LQCD is a systematic approach based on field theory, allowing one to approach QCD as much as one would like by increasing the physical volume of the lattices, the bare coupling constant, and including all the physical quark flavors in the background gauge field configurations.
Remark on the scalar density: Physically, the scalar density multiplied by a light quark mass perturbation results in a small perturbation of the energy levels of the heavylight state, i.e.
In contrast to vector and axial density the scalar one corresponds to a divergent operator so that its renormalization constant, Z S , is scheme and scale dependent. Since the mass renormalization constant cancels against the one related to the scalar charge, there is no need to specify the scheme or scale in the above equation. However, for our purpose where we consider the scalar density itself the problem of renormalization should be addressed. The renormalized scalar density computed on the lattice has no real intrinsic physical meaning, which makes problematic a comparison between the quark models and lattice results in this case. For that reason it is more judicious to divide the scalar density by the scalar charge which is renormalized by the same constant Z S , and therefore the scale and scheme dependence cancels out in the ratio. In other words, we expect
Disconnected diagrams: In the field theory calculation, with N F = 0, there exist contributions coming from the insertion of the density operator on an isolated quark loop. These are called disconnected diagrams, meaning that the loop is not connected to the valence quark lines except by the gluon field. While they vanish automatically for the isovector operators, they may be important in certain cases with isoscalar operators. Even if they can be sizable, such contributions have been ignored in our lattice calculation of densities [7] . Concerning a comparison with quark models, neglecting the disconnected diagrams is just what we have to do, since of course the quark models do not include these effects in the calculation of currents either. We should simply avoid considering currents implying such contributions, which we are of course free to do. The exception is the discussion of the meson mass differences due to differences of quark masses.
Choice of the light quark mass: While the heavy quark mass is taken to be infinitely large, a more delicate issue is to decide which light quark mass to consider for comparison between quark model results and those obtained in LQCD. There are in fact two distinct questions:
(i) How to fix the mass of the light quark? We should fix it both on the lattice and in the quark models to correspond to the same physical spectrum. In particular, using κ q = 0.1374 corresponds to the strange heavy-light meson states. We find that the same states are described with c 0 = −0. (ii) For which light masses the comparison between lattice and quark model results could be made optimal? It turns out that both lattice QCD and quark models are more predictive when away from the chiral limit. A comparison is better for the strange light quark mass, for which the information on physical spectrum is available too. Therefore we choose to work with strange heavy-light meson states.
Concerning the point b), the cost of numerical simulation of QCD on the lattice becomes prohibitively large when going closer to the chiral limit, and reaching the physical u, d quarks necessitates chiral extrapolations. The strange quark mass is, instead, directly accessible from the current lattice studies. On the other hand, the predictions of our quark models can be directly formulated at will for any light quark mass. At present the constituent quark models do not include the effects of chiral loops which might be significant at very small quark masses, such as the case of electric radii of mesons and baryons whose expected logarithmic rise at small pion masses is not satisfied by the models [13] .
Respective ranges of validity of quark models and lattice QCD: Some comments are in order regarding the respective domains of validity of quark models and lattice QCD as a function of r.
1) At short-distances, one would expect hard gluons and quantum loop corrections to play a dominant role. In particular, the interquark potential should be dominated by hard gluon exchange. This effect is only mimicked by the Coulomb potential in the quark models, which is an effective potential, with a range much beyond the proper UV region, as we already discussed in sec. 2.1.1. In lattice QCD, on the other hand, one should be particularly careful when probing the small distance region where the discretization errors might become large.
2) At long-distances, the confining potential is expected to be modified by pair creation: the two-body potential should become flat, because the energy is now entirely converted into pairs. This flattening is indeed demonstrated in lattice QCD for N F > 0, around r = 1.25 fm, which means r = 6.25 GeV −1 , for the QQ potential, by studying the mixing between QQ (bb) and di-meson (BB) states [14] . One would then expect the quark model density distributions to have too steep a decrease at large r, because the confining potential is too strong there. In practice we observe that a good agreement between quark models and lattice data extends farther than naively expected (up to 4 GeV −1 and even beyond).
Further difficulty might arise from the fact that we use a lattice with a finite size. Moreover, due to the periodic boundary conditions, only half of its distances can be explored, i.e. r 6 GeV −1 . Fortunately all distributions discussed in this paper are fast decreasing functions of r and die out before reaching the boundaries, as shown in ref. [7] . The size of the available distances explored in that paper were shown to be enough for this study. In other words, 6 GeV −1 in physical units appears to be already far beyond the mean radius of the ground state ≃ √ 5 GeV −1 , and beyond the observed range of agreement of the quark model and lattice distributions (around 4 GeV −1 ).
Errors in quark models
In the quark model it is difficult to make a priori statements about errors since it is not a well defined approximation scheme to QCD. The only real way to gauge the errors is a posteriori, through comparison with experimental data, or with more rigorous theoretical approaches.
From comparison with experiment, we know that we can obtain a good description of spectra and of a certain set of matrix elements, but we know that it is not a quantitative statement, that the agreement is very dependent on the observable considered, and on the particular model. No model of course can claim an accurate prediction of all possible observables. Let us just underline two important facts : a) Not every quark model shows an extensive agreement with experiment, and in general very few models have been tested on a very large set of data. This is an argument in favor of using the GI model which shows good agreement with a very large set of hadronic masses and decay widths. Concerning the decay widths, however, it should be stressed that the basic eigenvalue equation of GI has to be supplemented by additional modeling like the elementary quantum emission model, or the quark pair creation model. For the purpose of calculating spatial distributions, we insert it into our Bakamjian-Thomas approach to current matrix elements, a combination which has been shown to be successful in many places. The success of this approach in predicting important features of Isgur-Wise functions is an important argument: it tests both the potential model and the treatment of hadron motion.
More generally speaking, one can say that there is growing evidence, after many years, that only relativistic models can provide a consistent picture of processes involving light quarks. This applies especially to the internal velocities. b) As for the spatial distributions of the static heavy-light mesons considered in the present paper, we think a priori that a static limit is a favorable place for quark models; and also favorable is that we consider only elastic matrix elements, without considering transitions involving radial excitations that would be more sensitive to errors. In particular, this is the best place for quark models based on the Dirac equation, while, for instance, they would not be suited for annihilation processes. The potential that we use in the Dirac equation has not been tested on such a large set of data as the GI one, simply because it is specific to heavy-light quark systems. But it appears in practice to be close to the GI one.
A third favorable condition is to choose as light quark the s rather than the u, d ones. This allows, as we said, to avoid as much as possible the phenomenon of spontaneous symmetry breaking, beyond the scope of most constituent quark models.
This favorable context being taken into account, it must be said that the degree of agreement which we shall display below for both types of models, is surprising in the context of quark models, especially for the (1/2) + state. Quark models are often thought of as capable of reproducing the rudimentary features of hadrons, and here we observe a very good agreement with lattice QCD for detailed information on light quark current densities as functions of the distance from the static heavy quark source.
Lattice errors
We must recall the traditional distinction between statistical and systematic errors. Statistical errors are easy to compute. They are often the only ones quoted in the tables and figures, but they are most often not the only ones, since the systematic errors are difficult to evaluate, and difficult to reduce.
In the present case, the statistical errors are very small, as it can be seen in Figs. 3,4 . As for the sources of systematic uncertainties, they can be divided in discretization errors and finite volume effects. As we already mentioned, the results obtained in ref. [7] are obtained using the lattice box of the size L = 6 GeV −1 , which appears to be larger than the mean radius of the heavy-light meson states discussed in this paper. For that reason, and since we are not working with very light quarks, we believe that systematic errors due to finite volume are negligible.
As for discretization errors, in ref. [15] it was demonstrated on the case of hadron masses and decay constants that working with the strange quark mass and with O(a)-improved Wilson action, combined with the Iwasaki gauge action, a bulk of discretization errors is minimized. It appears that the results for physical quantities computed in ref. [15] at β = 2.1 are very close to their continuum limit, and the difference is always below 10 %. We can therefore assume that a similar situation holds true in the present study. Apart from "intrinsic" discretization errors, there are also those related to the conversion of results from the lattice to physical units, such is the case in eq. (42) . For that it is necessary to fix the lattice spacing by comparing one and the same quantity computed on the lattice with its physical value. The most convenient way to fix the lattice spacing is via the Sommer radius r 0 [37] that can be accurately computed on the lattice, but the drawback is that its physical value is not known. In ref. [15] it was shown that the conventionally adopted r 0 = 0.5 fm is compatible with what is obtained if the lattice spacing was fixed by using the ρ-meson mass. Note, however, that the determination of lattice spacing is immaterial when computing the adimensional couplings g (+)
V,A,S . Finally, we should comment on the sea-quark mass dependence. In this paper we make a comparison between the distributions obtained within two classes of quark models and those obtained from the QCD simulations on the lattice with both the valence and the sea quarks close to that of the physical strange quark. A more physical comparison would require an extrapolation in the sea quark to the physical light "u/d" quark mass. We tested that changing that mass to half of the strange quark mass (corresponding to κ sea = 0.1382) does not change our distributions at all. Whether or not that remains the same when the sea-quark mass becomes much lighter is not clear. The CP-PACS Collaboration, by working with the same Iwasaki gauge action, checked that the masses and decay constants for both light-light [15] and for heavy-light mesons [38] do not depend on the variation of the sea-quark mass. A similar conclusion for the heavy-light mesons has been reached by using the actions allowing one to probe very light sea quark masses, namely, the improved staggered quarks [39] and the twisted mass QCD [40] . We will therefore assume that a dependence on the sea-quark mass is small.
For the purpose of comparison with quark models, in the following we will assume that the systematic errors of the lattice results are small, at the 10% level, and dominated by the discretization effects. The conclusions of the present paper should be understood to be valid within the lattice systematics.
Quantitative comparison of the two quark models and of lattice QCD
Results of the two quark models, and those obtained on the lattice are listed in Tables 1,  2 S . The first striking fact is the similarity of the two quark models for the L = 0, j = 1/2 state, which was rather unexpected considering that they have a very different formal structure. On the other hand, the results concerning the L = 1, j = 1/2 agree less in the region of very low values of r, but the overall qualitative agreement is still there. Moreover, the agreement at intermediate and larger values of r is very good. We also note that contrary to nonrelativistic models, the axial and scalar densities of the L = 1 state exhibit nodes in both models, as well as in QCD. It is obvious from the tables and plots that the two quark models agree very well with results of lattice QCD. More specifically:
• Both models are able to reproduce quantitatively the three lattice distributions on a large range of distances for both L = 0 and L = 1 states, i.e. 1 GeV −1 r 4 GeV −1 . Let us recall that there is no adjustment of parameters of the quark models on these distributions. The parameters were entirely fixed from the fit to the hadronic spectrum, as discussed above. We note however that for the L = 1 states, distributions predicted by the models considered in this paper somewhat differ between themselves and from the lattice data in the region r 1 GeV −1 . For the ground state, instead, the agreement is quantitatively good everywhere, i.e. including the small r-region.
• Both models reproduce remarkable features of the distributions of excited L = 1, j = 1/2 states. a) From Figs. 3 and 4 we observe the similarity of the vector charge distributions for L = 0 and L = 1 states as obtained by both models and from our lattice data. Even though the overall charge is conserved (fixed to 1), the fact that their distributions are very similar was not a priori obvious.
b) On the contrary, the axial and scalar distributions for L = 1 states are very different from the ones obtained for L = 0 states. In particular, a change of sign is observed for the excited states, a feature not present in the nonrelativistic wave functions and distributions. Moreover, the positions of zeros are quantitatively predicted by the quark models: in the Dirac [BT] model, it is r = 1.7 GeV −1 [r = 1.937 GeV for the axial density, to be compared with r = 1.85 GeV −1 as obtained on the lattice. The zero is notably lower for the scalar density, namely in the Dirac (BT) model, we find it to be r ≃ 1.2 GeV −1 (r = 1.319 GeV −1 ), once again in a very good agreement with the lattice QCD result, r ≃ 1.1 GeV −1 . Furthermore, from Fig. 5 we observe that the signs predicted by our models agree with lattice QCD: in the inner region where the wave function is large, the axial (scalar) distribution is positive (negative), which is the opposite of what a nonrelativistic calculation would give.
Explanation of signs and zeroes. Inner versus outer regions
To explain how these sign changes occur we consider the simpler Dirac formalism. The three densities are expressed in terms of upper (f ) and lower (g) components of the radial wave functions, as given in eqs. (4) and (6), for L = 0 and L = 1 states, respectively (both being j = 1/2). In the nonrelativistic limit, |g
ρ V (r) and ρ + V (r) are of course positive and, when integrated over the three spatial dimensions, should give unity. In the nonrelativistic model the same appears to hold true for the scalar densities. The axial densities differ instead in sign (positive for the ground states, and negative for the excited ones) and the associated charges also differ in their absolute values: for the ground states it is again equal to one, whereas for the excited ones it gives −1/3. The sign of distributions for the ground states remains as such after the relativistic corrections are included because |f A (r) can also be explained: the coefficient of the upper component is larger in the scalar case, so the return to the nonrelativistic sign happens earlier.
A γ 5 -symmetry? The true and the false
In the Dirac model, in the inner region we observe an exchange of magnitudes between the upper and lower components of the radial wave functions in the excited state, with respect to the situation in the ground state. Roughly speaking,
In fact, there is an approximate γ 5 -symmetry, which can be (with suitable normalization) written as:
This symmetry is sufficiently good to explain that the vector and axial distributions of (1/2) − and (1/2) + states are similar in this inner region. Lower components give a large nonzero value at the origin for all three densities, with the relation dictated by γ 5 symmetry and the vanishing of f 
These relations, however, are only valid inside what we call the inner region. The situation changes at larger r (outer region) where the γ 5 -symmetry does not hold. This may explain the failure of the prediction made in ref. [41] concerning the axial couplings, which is solely based on chiral symmetry (see below). Moments of ρ A and ρ S , instead, receive sizable contribution from the large r region (outer region), where the sign is opposite to the low r region. The consequence is that for axial and scalar density moments, the approximate γ 5 -symmetry is completely broken, as noticed first in ref. [6] for the integral of the axial charge.
The fact that all these highly non trivial features, predicted in a simple manner by the relativistic quark models, are verified by lattice QCD seems a big success for quark models.
We stress the peculiarity of L = 1 states at not too large r, where the ratio between the upper and lower components of Dirac spinors is reversed with respect to the nonrelativistic limit. Relativity is no longer a correction; it leads to a qualitative change.
Within the Dirac formalism, we can even interpret this difference between an inner and an outer region. The γ 5 -symmetry corresponds to a vectorlike Hamiltonian. The Dirac kinetic energy and the "short-distance" Coulomb-like potential are vectorlike, while the sum of the confining potential and the mass term is scalar,
Note, however, that the "short" distance is actually not so short, since the strength of the Coulomb-like term is rather large, κ = 0.75. On the scalarlike side, c 0 = m + c < 0 counterbalances the positive ar. Quantitatively, we find that in the inner region there is an important cancellation in the scalar part S(r), so that the vector one is much larger.
For example, at r = 0.5 GeV
At r = 1 GeV −1 , the vector part is still much larger, and around r = 2 GeV −1 they are comparable in size. This implies that there is a rather extended region, say for r 1.5 GeV −1 , in which the Hamiltonian is mostly vectorlike and where the approximate γ 5 -symmetry is valid. This in fact is the inner region discussed above. This observation may suggest that the Dirac spinors themselves obey this symmetry in the same region. For sufficiently large r, however, the scalar potential wins and we return to a situation in which γ 5 -symmetry is badly broken and both (1/2) − and (1/2) + states may retain an approximate nonrelativistic structure.
Comparisons of integrated quantities
We now consider the charges and radii of various distributions O ∈ {V, A, S}, i.e.,
O (r) , and r
(+)
where, again, the superscript + is used when the external states are orbitally excited heavylight mesons j P = (1/2) + (L = 1). After the discussion made in the previous subsection, it is easy to anticipate as good an agreement between the integrated quantities computed on the lattice and within the two quark model frameworks considered in this paper. Their comparison, however, bears its own interest: (1) the integrated quantities help to summarize and quantify the comparison by a few illustrative numbers; (2) these quantities are physically interesting, and some of them are even related to physical quantities, such as the couplings describing the strong decay to a soft pion. Radii (and higher moments) of distributions also may have the interest of reflecting the respective extension of the distributions.
We note that such quantities are hardly sensitive to the wave function close to the origin, although that region has its specific interest as well. In the case of the (1/2) + state, two distributions change sign, resulting in small values for axial and scalar charges, and this is the reason why in eq. (52) we do not define the radii by normalizing the moments to their respective charges, as we did in our lattice paper [7] . Furthermore, concerning the scalar density, as we discussed in a previous section, in QCD it corresponds to a logarithmically divergent quantity that should be properly renormalized. A conventionally adopted renormalization scale when discussing the physics of light quarks is µ = 2 GeV, that in our case coincides with the inverse lattice spacing. Therefore, as in our lattice paper [7] the lattice QCD results for g (+) S refer to MS renormalization scheme, and the scale µ = 2 GeV. That, of course, is not an issue in quark models. The results are summarized in Tab. 4. Table 4 : Results for moments of the densities discussed in this paper, charges and mean square radii, as obtained by using two quark model frameworks, as well as lattice QCD. Note that the vector charges are g V ≡ g + V = 1, by definition, while the scalar charges and mean square radii inferred from lattice QCD are renormalized at µ = 2 GeV in the MS renormalization scheme.
Radii of the vector distributions: For the charge distribution, the integral should be 1 on both sides, so there is no check of the quark model by lattice QCD. As for the positive definite mean square radii, we see that the results are rather similar for the two states. This is in contrast to what one would expect on the basis of a nonrelativistic model, in which the centrifugal potential [∝ l(l + 1)/r 2 ] suggests that L = 1 states should be more extended than L = 0 ones. Once more, this emphasizes the highly relativistic character of the dynamics of the light quark. This is particularly the case with the lattice QCD data which indicate the L = 1 states being even less extended than the L = 0 ones.
Integral of the axial distributions: In this case, on the contrary, the integral is physically meaningful. For the ground state g A , commonly denoted as g, is an analog to g A of the nucleon axial current. g has been calculated in a number of ways. In quark models its value is known to be lower than its nonrelativistic limit, g = 1, due to relativistic corrections in Dirac spinors, as first stressed by P.N. Bogolioubov [42] . Indeed from our two frameworks, and with potentials specified above, we obtain: g = 0.63 (Dirac) and g = 0.71 (BT).
14 These numbers are in very good agreement with what has been obtained after integrating the radial distributions computed on the lattice (see also refs. [43] ), and are much larger than the results inferred from light cone QCD sum rules [44] , but compatible with the experimentally extracted g = 0.59(7) [45] .
As for the (1/2) + state, the coupling g + A is often referred to as g, and it appears to be much smaller and of the opposite sign than its nonrelativistic value, g = −1/3, as can be seen from Table 4 . Such a small value is understandable because of the possible cancellation between the region in which ρ + A (r) is positive (small r) and negative (large r). Let us stress that this cancellation means that the approximate "chiral" symmetry between the (1/2) + and the (1/2) − states, which is seen for the local distributions in the inner region and for the vector radii, is completely broken in the axial case, i.e. g ≪ g. This cancellation is one more striking success of the quark models, already stressed in ref. [6] , and it is in contradiction with the main assumption made in ref. [41] , that g = g.
Radii of the axial distributions: The remarkable fact is that, within the convention adopted above (52), the axial radius of L = 1 state is neatly negative both in quark models and in QCD. This is different from the sign of g because an extra r 2 factor inside the integral exacerbates the importance of the region of large r, in which ρ + A (r) is negative. Integrals and radii of the scalar distributions: As it has been explained above, these are not physically meaningful quantities by themselves. Only the ratios, like r 2 S /g S or g + S /g S in which the renormalization arbitrariness is eliminated, computed on the lattice and by using various quark models, can be compared. In fact, on the lattice we obtained r We note that in contrast with the axial counterpart, the integral g S for the (1/2) + state is not especially small, in spite of the fact that there is also a zero in ρ + S (r). It shows that the complete cancellation found in the axial case is something nontrivial, resting on a quantitative agreement of the structure of the wave function with what is observed on the lattice, as it can be seen from eq. (6) . With the larger coefficient of the upper components (∝ |f
2 ) in the scalar density the zero appears earlier than in the axial case and therefore the small r region [in which ρ + S (r) is negative] no longer cancels ρ + S (r) in the large r region, where it is positive. From the above discussion we see that the sign and magnitudes of the integrated quantities for L = 1 states constitute a sensitive test of the internal structure of quark models because they probe the lower component of Dirac spinors. 15 Moreover, it can be easily understood that r
+
S is positive, since the positive 14 For a detailed discussion related to the quark model calculation of g, please see ref. [17] . 15 While making this comment we have in mind the Dirac model. The same argument also holds also for the BT model. Indeed, with a little extra work it can be shown that the BT expressions can be cast into the forms similar to the ones written in eqs. (4, 6) .
contribution of large r is even more favored.
Conclusion
In this paper we made a quantitative comparison of various distributions of the light valence quark as a function of its distance from the static heavy quark within the heavylight mesons, as previously obtained by using lattice QCD [7] , and the corresponding quantities in two types of quark models. For this purpose we use a model based on the Dirac equation, and another one formulated in the relativistic framework of BakamjianThomas. In both models the parameters in the potentials have been fixed to describe the hadronic mass spectrum only. As a result we find that the detailed comparison between the distributions for L = 0 state [(1/2) − ] shows excellent agreement of both models with the lattice counterparts.
Moreover, the agreement also holds for the orbitally exited states, L = 1 [(1/2) + ], which is highly non-trivial because the shape of the distributions are completely different, and because the expressions derived within quark models are very sensitive to the relativistic corrections and the structure of the potential.
We focused on three bilinear light quark operators, vector, axial, and scalar, and for all of them and for both heavy-light mesons [(1/2) ∓ ] we find the agreement to extend over a large range of distances, r 4 GeV −1 , in which the distributions of these densities are strongly varying (they change values by 2 orders of magnitude).
What conclusions can be drawn from this agreement?
-We do not share the widespread opinion that one can get anything at will out of quark models because of an alleged large freedom. We repeat that our quark models were devised a long time ago, and that no adjustment has been performed on the lattice densities which are the object of the present study. In fact there is not much freedom in fixing the models if one wants to describe a sufficiently large set of experimental data, for instance hadron masses. Moreover, in describing the light quark dynamics the inclusion of a relativistic kinetic energy is necessary. It has a clear impact on the structure of wave functions. Indeed, the matrix elements of current densities would not agree at all with lattice QCD if we used the nonrelativistic treatment, even if the spectra could be reasonably well fitted. In particular, one would not get zeroes for the distributions of the axial and scalar densities in the case of L = 1 states. In addition, the specific Lorentz structure of the potential, scalar at long-distances (confining part) and vector at short-distances, seems the simplest way to get the small spin-orbit splittings that are required for the static spectrum of heavy-light mesons. This structure is particularly important for understanding the behavior of distributions considered in this paper in the so-called inner region (r 1.5 GeV −1 ).
-Having adopted the above arguments in constructing the quark models, it may not appear too surprising that the resulting radial distributions ρ
O (r) (O = V, A, S) are similar. However it remains surprising that they agree so well and over such a large range of distances r. Still more surprising is their agreement with the field theoretical approach to strong interactions captured by numerical simulations of QCD on the lattice. Not only do the distributions have similar shape but they also agree quantitatively on the large range of values of r. In particular, their integrated characteristics, g
(+)
O and r
O , are in good agreement with lattice QCD. -Finally, a comment is in order concerning the success of the BT model used in this paper. The potential model GI, used in our BT approach, is the one formulated in ref. [11] . Its success in describing the detailed lattice data suggests that the wave functions derived from the GI model are physically adequate. Therefore, it seems likely that their use is not the source of the difficulties encountered in certain quark model calculations of heavy to light processes (inclusive rates and form factors) [46, 47] .
We believe that the observations made in this paper further emphasize the continuing relevance of quark models for the more intuitive physical interpretation of lattice data. In addition, after testing the quark models in a detailed description of the structure of the lowest states one can more reliably use them for understanding the experimental results which cannot yet be treated by means of lattice QCD. Conversely, lattice data are precious since they allow one to test models in situations which could not be accessed experimentally. The static case of QCD is a particular example where the lattice data can provide powerful tools for discrimination of various models.
Appendix Dirac Model
In computations with the Dirac model we choose to work with the orthonormal basis of pseudo-Coulombic functions, φ n (r) = 8(n − 1)! (n + 1)! β 3/2 e −βr L
n−1 (2βr) .
To enable the reader with sufficient information necessary to reproduce (approximately) all numerical results presented in this paper we also give the expansion coefficients in
in the case of n = 15, with β = 0.75 GeV, namely, We stress again that the numerical results presented in this paper are however obtained in the much larger and precise basis (n ≥ 40).
BT Model
In computations with the BT model, for the ground states, we computed the ground state wave function [j P = (1/2) − ] by expanding in a truncated harmonic oscillator basis,
With the masses m 2 = 0.419 GeV for the strange quark, and in the heavy quark limit (m 1 = 10 4 GeV), we find the following values for the coefficients: Concerning the excited states, j P = (1/2) + , we expand in the basis:
and find the coefficients to be for the lowest doublet of the static heavy-light mesons, j P = (1/2) − , as obtained by using two quark models discussed in the text, namely a Dirac model (dashed line) and a modelà la Bakamjan-Thomas (solid line). They are displayed together with results obtained in lattice QCD reported in ref. [7] . + . Dot-dashed horizontal line, corresponding to zero densities, is added for the reader's convenience.
